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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1-48 are pending in this application. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 9 and 13 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. The claims language is unclear for the following reasons: 

a. Claim 9 - it is unclear how one service routine has access to the response of 
another service routine enabling it to log this other response. 

b. Claim 1 3 claims "the determining is performed by a match routine of the sub- 
application" however the parent claim, claim 1 , claims "determining whether the received 
request should be dispatched to the sub-application" thus the determining step is 
performed before the sub-application gets the request, making it impossible for the sub- 
application to perform the determining step. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



4. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 



obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-10, 12-19, 28, 32-37 and 40-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abjanic (6,732,175) in view of Underwood (6,718,535). 

6. As to claims 1 , 37 and 44, Abjanic discloses a method for dispatching requests to perform 
services to sub-applications comprising (Fig. 5): 

receiving a request to perform a service (col. 3, lines 1-5); and 
for a plurality of sub-applications, 

determining whether the received request should be dispatched to the sub- 
application (col. 3, lines 1-5 and Fig. 2); and 

when it is determined that the request should be dispatched to the sub-application, 
invoking a service routine of the sub-application passing the request (implied in directing 
requests to a specific server). 

7. Abjanic does not disclose the sub-applications use different logic models or providing a 
context for the sub-applications that is shared among them. 

8. Underwood discloses a context object that is shared among sub-applications (col. 324, 
lines 57-62). 

9. Underwood does not disclose different logic models, however it is well known in the art 
to use different logic models in different components of an application. 
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1 0. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to combine the context object of Underwood with the system of Abjanic in order to facilitate 
shared application-wide configuration information efficiently and to combine the use of different 
logic models in the sub-applications in order to use the architecture that is most appropriate for 
handling different requests. 

11. As to claims 2, 41 and 45, Abjanic discloses the sub-applications are ordered and the 
invoking of the service routines is performed in the order of the sub-applications ("round-robin" 
col. 4, lines 17-20). 

12. As to claim 3, Abjanic discloses the determining includes determining whether a match 
criteria for the sub-application matches the received request (col. 3, lines 1-5). 

13. As to claims 4 and 46 Abjanic and Underwood do not disclose the requests are HTTP 
requests with a URL and the match criteria is a regular expression relating to the URL. 
However, the use of regular expressions in URL HTTP requests is well known in the art (for 
example, the routing of *.pl requests to a Perl module and *.html requests to a static handler in a 
web server). 

14. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to use regular expressions relating to the URL of an HTTP request in the system of Abjanic in 
order to efficiently determine the correct server for a given file type. 
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15. As to claims 5, 42 and 47, Abjanic and Underwood do not disclose suppressing the 
invoking of additional service routines when an invoked service routine returns an indication to 
suppress the invoking of additional service routines. However, the use of such return values is 
well known in the art (message handlers in windowing toolkits where a return value indicates 
whether a given widget has handled an event or if it needs further processing). 

16. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to suppress the invoking of additional service routines when an invoked service routine returns 
an indication to suppress the invoking of additional service routines in the system of Abjanic in 
order to have flexibility as to which server will handle a request dynamically without the 
dispatcher needing to make such a determination. 

17. As to claims 6, 43 and 48 Abjanic and Underwood do not disclose suppressing the 
invoking of additional service routines when an invoked service routine responds to the received 
request. However, this is an obvious variation on that claimed in claim 5 above, where the the 
result itself is the indication to suppress. 

18. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to suppress the invoking of additional service routines when an invoked service routine responds 
t the received request in the system of Abjanic in order to have flexibility as to which server will 
handle a request dynamically without the dispatcher needing to make such a determination. 

19. As to claim 7, Abjanic and Underwood do not disclose an invoked service routine 
performs user authentication and indicates to suppress invoking of additional service routines 



Application/Control Number: 09/845,750 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2126 

when a user cannot be authenticated. However, this is well known in the art (such as the 
authentication module in a web server that must authenticate a user before allowing the server to 
return a page). 

20. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to use such an authentication scheme with the system of Abjanic in order to provide security for 
the accessed services. 

21 . As to claims 8 and 9, Abjanic and Underwood do not disclose an invoked service routine 
logs the received request or the response of another invoked service routine. However, the 
logging of received requests is well known in the art (access logs for a web server). 

22. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have invoked service routine log received requests in the system of Abjanic in order to 
decrease the costs associated with debugging the system. 

23. As to claim 10, Abjanic and Underwood do not disclose transforming the received 
request from one protocol to another. However, such transformation are well known in the art 
(WAP gateways that transform between HTML and WML). 

24. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to use such a transforming between protocols in the system of Abjanic in order to allow access to 
different clients. 
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25. As to claim 12, Abjanic does not disclose that the match criteria is in a configuration file 
for the sub-application. However, the use of configuration files is well known in the art. 

26. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to store the match criteria for the sub-applications in configuration files in the system of Abjanic 
to prevent having to re-enter this information whenever the system is restarted. 

27. As to claim 13, Abjanic discloses determining is performed by a match routine of the 
sub-application (it can be assumed that the servers will parse the message and only process it if it 
is of the correct and expected type). 

28. As to claim 14, 15 and 16 Abjanic and Underwood do not discloses an interaction-based 
model an action-view model or a workflow-based model. However, these logic models are all 
well known in he art. 

29. It would have been obvious at the time of the invention to use these logic models in the 
sub-applications of Abjanic in order to use the architecture that is most appropriate for handling 
different requests 

30. As to claim 17, Abjanic discloses the sub-applications form an overall application (Fig. 
1). Abjanic does not disclose the provided context is an application-level context. 

3 1 . Underwood discloses the provided context is an application-level context (col. 324, lines 
57-62). 
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32. As to claim 18, Abjanic discloses the sub-applications form an overall application that is 
web-based (Fig. 1). 

33. As to claim 19, Abjanic discloses the request is received from a web-server environment 
(Fig. 1 and col. 4, lines 21-32). 

34. As to claim 28, it is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 , 3 and 13 above, 

35. As to claims 32 and 40, Abjanic discloses each service routine is passed a request 
parameter (incoming message) and returns a response parameter (return message, col. 10, lines 
50-56). 

36. As to claim 33, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 2 above. 

37. As to claim 34, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 5 above. 

38. As to claim 35, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 6 above. 



39. 



As to claim 36, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 4 above. 
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40. Claims 11, 20-27, 29-31, 38 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abjanic (6,732,175) in view of Underwood (6,718,535) in further view of 
Dillenberger et al. (6,732,139) 

41. As to claims 11, 29-31, 38 and 39, Abjanic and Underwood do not disclose: 
retrieving initialization parameters for the sub-application; 

retrieving an indication of a class for the sub-application; and 

instantiating an instance of the class with the retrieved initialization parameters. 

42. Dillenberger discloses: 

retrieving initialization parameters for the sub-application; 
retrieving an indication of a class for the sub-application; and 

instantiating an instance of the class with the retrieved initialization parameters (col. 4, 
lines 26-31). 

43. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to combine the configuration and initialization of Dillenberger with the system of Abjanic and 
Underwood in order to change the implementation classes of the sub-applications without having 
to recompile the entire system.. 

44. As to claim 20, it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1, 3, and 1 1 above. 



45. 



As to claim 21, it is rejected for the same reasons as claims 4 and 1 1 above. 
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46. As to claim 22, it is rejected for the same reasons as claims 2 and 1 1 above. 

47. As to claim 23, it is rejected for the same reasons as claims 5 and 1 1 above. 

48. As to claim 24, it is rejected for the same reasons as claims 6 and 1 1 above. 

49. As to claim 25, it is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 1 and 14 above. 

50. As to claim 26, it is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 1 and 15 above. 

51. As to claim 27, Abjanic discloses that each of the sub-applications implement the same 
interface (as can be inferred that they all get passed the request in an identical manner). 

52. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Edward Bross whose telephone number is 703-305-8754. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on 703-305-9678. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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